In 2013, a group of scholars from Europe and North America came together to form the International Network for Hate Studies. The key aims of the network included bridging gaps between academics and policy makers/practitioners in the field, and "internationalizing" our understanding of hate crime generally. In the spring of 2014, INHS held its inaugural conference at the University of Sussex in Brighton, UK. In this special edition of CJPR, we bring together expanded versions of 4 of the keynote speeches from that conference. In distinct ways, each speaks to the key themes noted above, as this brief introduction will illustrate.
The term 'hate crime' is now widely used amongst academics, policy makers, justice practitioners, and activists when referring to criminal offences that are at least partly motivated by some form of identity-based prejudice. There is now a substantial should respond to it. In particular, much has been written about the use of hate crime legislation to tackle hate-motivated offences (Iganski 1999; Schweppe 2012; Brax & Munthe 2015) . Still in its infancy is research and practice on alternative criminal justice responses to combating hate crime (Walters 2014; Hall 2015: Part Four) .
In tandem with much of this research and practice has been the development of a policy domain focused on addressing the root causes of hate-motivated crimes (e.g.
College of Policing 2015; ODIHR 2009). Much of the policy work on combating hate crime has been influenced by academic research (Giannasi 2014) , while in turn the ongoing work of policy makers and practitioners has provided a rich source of information for academic study (Hall 2014) . Nonetheless, there has also been a tendency for researchers, policy makers and practitioners to work in silos, each (Chakraborti & Garland 2014) . Such a situation is liable to result in disparate understandings of the problem forming both within and across borders. Moreover, the lack of any formal partnerships between researchers and policymakers risks the development of ill-informed policies on hate crime, and in reverse to a scholarship that has little perceived relevance to policy or practice. For instance, Chakraborti (2014: 3) asserts that there has often been the perception that academic theorising on hate crime is "too complex, too ethereal and too detached from the everyday realities confronting those who deal with hate crime cases…" Academic research must therefore become more accessible to both policy makers and practitioners if costly and time consuming research is to have a chance of having any "real life" impact. In order to ensure that the knowledge bases currently being developed on hate crime are shared effectively, greater emphasis must be given to the development of multiple-sector partnerships.
Another area in which our knowledge of the patterns of hate crime has been underdeveloped has been at the level of the international. We have been myopic, if not blatantly ethnocentric in our study of hate crime. In 1998, two "international"
anthologies on hate crime were published almost simultaneously. Kaplan and Bjorgo's (1998) hate crime scholars and hate crime practitioners. He reminds us that, "good practice needs to be informed by good policy, which in turn needs to be informed by academic knowledge." However, he argues that the relationship between the two sectors has historically been hostile at worst, distrustful at best. Garland explores similar arguments, but then also illustrates signs of "rapprochement" through case studies that highlight the advantages to be derived from collaborative approaches among practitioners, academics and community activists. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60 
